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on their minds. In particular, they showed themselves convinced that
the military action of the Japanese in Manchuria and at Shanghai
could not be legitimately regarded as action in self-defence, and that
'Manchukuo' could not be treated as a spontaneous creation of the
inhabitants of Manchuria or indeed as anything but a Japanese
product—the erection of which had only been made possible through
the Japanese military conquest of the country.1 The action which
they, on their part, were in favour of taking, in the Assembly, was
foreshadowed, on the 7th December, by Monsieur Motta.
After this general discussion, the Committee of Nineteen will be asked
to submit to the plenary Assembly a draft resolution. This proposal,
which will be carefully studied, should request the Committee to initiate
conciliation procedure and supervise it. Such procedure is prescribedin
Article 15, paragraph 3, of the Covenant, and I sincerely hope that it
will attain its object: the settlement of the dispute. That would avoid
the necessity of proceeding to the second phase—namely, the recommen-
dation procedure laid down in Article 15, paragraphs 4 et seq., of the
Covenant,
Meanwhile, before any course of action could be decided upon by
the Assembly, the representatives of the Great Powers had to be
heard; and this time, once again, as on a number of previous occasions,2
a cclass difference' between the attitude of the Great Powers and the
attitude of the smaller countries made itself apparent. On this
occasion Sir John Simon himself admitted that there was a difference
inasmuch as ethe Great Powers, by the very circumstance of their
position', might 'have upon their shoulders the greatest responsi-
bilities and the largest risks'. He maintained, however, that, fiso far
as the desire and the determination to act as loyal Members of the
League of Nations are concerned, for all of us alike the Covenant of
the League of Nations is our constitutional law. . . . We are not at
liberty to disregard it. We are bound to sustain it.' Nevertheless,
a detached observer who attempted to measure and compare—in the
light of acts as well as words—the respective attitudes of the Great
Powers and the smaller states towards the League of Nations, might
perhaps still detect—notwithstanding the contention of the British
Secretary of State—a certain difference in the matter of comparative
loyalty, and he might confidently regard this difference as a fact of
political importance, even if he were cautious in attributing any great
moral significance to it.
1	See, in particular, the observations on these two points which were made
by Monsieur Motta on the 7th December.
2	See the Survey for 1931, pp. 503-4, and the Survey for 1932, pp. 575-7.

